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Art Unit: 2315 

The amendment filed on June 17 1997 has been entered. Claim 76 has been canceled. The 
active claims are 71-75 and 77-100. 



being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The scope of meaning of the following claim language is not clear: 

1. "Instruction—accesses—instructions" in line 7 of claim 71. 

2. "Operands and instructions being located relative to said instruction groups" in line 8 of claim 



3. "Supplying means to supply to said central processing unit a remainder of said first of said 
instruction groups as operands" in claim 77. It is not seen how instructions can be supplied as 
operands. Other claims have similar defect. See claims 78-79 for examples. 

Further with respect to claim 71, function of the instruction register and the instruction 
supplying means is not clear. Instruction register and instruction supplying means which are 
commonly for receiving and supplying instructions are recited for receiving and supplying 
operands. 

With respect to claim 72, function of the SKIP instruction is not clear. The instruction 
fetching means and the supplying means as recited are no different from their normal operation 
when they are in response to the SKIP instruction. It appears that nothing is being skipped. 
Description of the MICROLOOP instruction has similar defect. See claim 74 for example. 



Claims 71-75 and 77-100 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 



71. 



4 
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Art Unit: 2315 

Scope of claim 73 is not clear. Note that an instruction decoder is commonly for decoding 
instructions. The claim fails to recite specifically what the decoding means actually does in 
reesponse to the SKIP instruction based on existence of the predefined condition. No meaningful 
operation is seen from the claim. Claim 75 has similar defect. 

Claims 91-100 have similar defects set forth above. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 71-75 and 77-100 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Boufarah in view of May. 

Detail of the rejection has already been set forth in the last Office action. The detail is 
incorporated herein by reference thereto. 

In the communication filed on June 17 1997, applicants rely on the amendment of the 
instruction fetching means for patentability. Firstly, it is not quite clear what "--at least one 
instruction that accesses operands or instructions or both, said operands and instructions being 
located relative to said instruction group" means. Secondly, it is well know that instructions in all 
computer programs, including Boufarah' s and May's programs, are arranged in sequential order. 
In other words, all instructions within a computer program are located relative to each other or to 
each other groups if they are logically grouped. Furthermore, Boufarah also teaches that 
instructions are stored in a group of 8 in sequential instruction buffer 38 and in a group of 4 in the 
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targer instruction buffer 36 (see lines 20 of column 7 in Boufarah). An instruction being located 
relative to an instruction group is not patentable over the applied art. 

With respect to the remarks directed to the SKIP and the MICROLOOP instructions, the 
SKIP and the MICROLOOP instructions are nothing more than a special type of branch 
instruction. For example, jump from the current instruction to another instruction which is 1 to n 
instruction length away is no different than skipping the instructions in between. Looping is 
nothing more than restricting the computer to jump backward instead of foreward. How far the 
jump is is a matter of design choice. 

All the elements recited in the claims can be found in the combined teachings of Boufarah 
and May. No improvement is seen. 
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